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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election without traverse of claims 1 -6, 9, 1 0, 26-29, 34 and 35 In the 
reply filed on November 13, 2006 is acknowledged. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the processed semiconductor layer" in line 6. 
There Is Insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation In the claim. For this office 
action it is assumed "the processed semiconductor layer" is "a semiconductor layer". 

Claim Rejections • 35 use § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. ■ 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim1-6, 9, 10, 26, 29, 34 and 35 are rejected under under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
obvious over Kido (US 2002/01 19586 A1) in view of Sturm et al (US 6.087,196). 

Regarding claim 1 , Kido disclosed In Fig. 9B and 9C, a TFT array [paragraph 
0002; Fig. 5B] substrate comprising: a thin film transistor section in which a gate 
electrode [102] Is formed on a substrate [101], and a semiconductor layer [164] is 
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formed on the gate electrode [102] via a gate insulation layer [103] and the 
semiconductor layer Is formed as island. 

As taught by Kido does not disclose semiconductor layer fonned by dropping a 
droplet. However, Sturm et al teaches an analogous device In fig. 14B and method of 
making the device, wherein a semiconductor layer [122] having a shape formed by 
dropping a droplet using ink-jet printing. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skilled In the art at the time of the invention was made to incorporate Sturm et al's 
teaching into Kido's device at least to deposit material easily which gives the flexibility to 
extend over large areas [column 1 lines 50-60; column 2 lines 30-33]. 

The limitation "the processed semiconductor layer having a shape fromed by 
dropping a droplet" is drawn to a process by which the product is made. Note that a 
"product by process" claim js directed to the product per se, no matter how actually 
made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 15 at 1 7 (footnote 3). See also In re Brown, 1 73 USPQ 
685; In re Luck, 177 USPQ 523; In re Fessmann, 180 USPQ 324; In re Avery, 186 
USPQ 161; In re Marosletal., 218 USPQ 289; and particularly In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 
964 (CAFC, 1985), all of which make it clear that it is the patentability of the final 
product per se which must be detenmined in a "product by process" claim, and not the 
patentability of the process, and that an old or obvious product produced by a new 
method is not patentable as a product, whether claimed in "product by process" claims 
or not. Note that applicant has the burden of proof in such cases, as the above case 
law makes clear. Note that applicant has burden of proof in such cases, as the 
above case law makes clear. 
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« 

Regarding claim 2, Kido disclosed in Fig. 9B and 9C, the gate electrode [102] in 
the thin film transistor section is a branch electrode which is branched out of a main 
gate of the gate electrode, and the branch electrode has an open end protruded from an 
area for the semiconductor layer. 

Regarding claim 3, "a portion protruded from area for the semiconductor layer is 
smaller in width than a portion confined within the area for the semiconductor layer" is 
non-critical matter. The shape would have been obvious to. an ordinary skilled in the art 
because, absent evidence of disclosure of criticality for the shape giving unexpected 
results, it is not inventive to discover optimal or workable shape by routine 
experimentation. In re Daily 149 USPQ 47, 50 (CCPA 1966). See also Glue Co. v. 
Upton 97 US 3, 24 (USSC 1878); In re Rose, 105 USPQ 237 (CCPA 1995). 

Regarding claim 4, Kido disclosed in Fig. 9B and 9C, the thin film transistor 
section further includes a source electrode [136] and a drain electrode [106] on the 
semiconductor layer [164], and a channel section is fomied between the source and 
drain electrodes, and the portion of the branch electrode protruded [136 protruded to the 
data line] from the area for the semiconductor layer is formed in contact with one of the 
source and drain electrode. 

Regarding claims 5 and 6, Kido disclosed in Fig. 9B and 9C, the thin film 
transistor section further includes a source electrode and a drain electrode on the 
semiconductor layer, and a channel section is formed between the source and drain 
electrodes. 
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The limitation "the portion of the branch electrode protruded from the area for the 
semiconductor layer is formed according to the following fonnula. . .variation of dropping 
amount of the droplet for forming the semiconductor layer and variation of spread of the 
droplet after dropping..." is drawn to a process by which the product is made. Note that 
a "product by process" claim is directed to the product per se, no matter how actually 
made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 15 at 17 (footnote 3). See also In re Brown, 173 USPQ 
685; In re Luck. 177 USPQ 523; In re Fessmann, 180 USPQ 324; In re Avery, 186 
USPQ 161 ; /n re Marosi et al..- 218 USPQ 289; and particularly In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 
964 (CAFC, 1985), all of which make it clear that it is the patentability of the final 
product per se which must be determined in a "product by process" claim, and not the 
patentability of the process, and that an old or obvious product produced by a new 
method is not patentable as a product, whether claimed in "product by process" claims 
or not. Note that applicant has the burden of proof in such cases, as the above case 
law makes clear. Note that applicant has burden of proof in such cases, as the 
above case law makes clear. 

Regarding claim 9, Kido disclosed in Fig. 9B and 9C, the thin film transistor 
Includes a source electrode and a drain electrode on the semiconductor layer, and a 
channel section is fomied between the source and drain electrodes. 

The limitation "the semiconductor layer Is fornied according to the following 
fomiula... variation of dropping amount of Vne droplet for forming the semiconductor 
layer and variation of spread of the droplet after dropping..." is drawn to a process by 
which the product is made. Note that a "product by process" claim is directed to the 
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product per se, no matter how actually made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 15 at 17 (footnote 
3). See also In re Brown, 173 USPQ 685; In re Luck, 177 USPQ 523; In re Fessmann, 
180 USPQ 324; In re Avery, 1 86 USPQ 1 61 ; /n re Marosi et al., 218 USPQ 289; and 
particularly In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964 (CAFC, 1985), all of which make it clear that it 
is the patentability of the final product per se which must be determined in a "product by 
process" claim, and not the patentability of the process, and that an old or obvious 
product produced by a new method is not patentable as a product, whether claimed in 
"product by process" claims or not. Note that applicant has the burden of proof in such 
cases, as the above case law makes clear. Note that applicant has burden of proof 
in such cases, as the above case law makes clear. 

Regarding claim 10, Kido disclosed a liquid crystal display device [paragraph 

00021. 

Regarding claim 26, Kido disclosed In Fig. 9B and 9C, a thin film transistor 
section in which a gate electrode [102] is fornied on a substrate and a semiconductor 
layer [164] and a conductor layer [105, 135] are fomried on the gate electrode via a gate 
insulation layer, wherein: the conductor layer is fornied in contact with the 
semiconductor layer and one of source and drain electrodes of the thin film transistor 
section, and the conductor layer and the semiconductor layer having the same shape. 

As taught by Kido the semiconductor layer (island) can be considered having a 
shape formed by dropping a droplet. However, if the island is not considered shape 
formed by dropping a droplet Stumn et al teaches an analogous device in fig. 14B, 
wherein a semiconductor layer [122] having a shape fornied by dropping a droplet. It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to incorporate Sturm et al's teaching into Kido's device at least to deposit 
organic material easily which gives the flexibility to extend over large areas [column 1 
lines 50-60]. 

The limitation "formed by dropping a droplet" is drawn to a process by which the 
product is made. Note that a "product by process" claim is directed to the product per 
se, no matter how actually made, In re Hirao, 190 USPQ 15 at 17 (footnote 3). See also 
In re Brown, 173 USPQ 685; In re Luck, 177 USPQ 523; In re Fessmann, 180 USPQ 
324; In re Avery, 186 USPQ 161 ; In re Marosi eta!., 218 USPQ 289; and particularly In 
re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964 (CAFC, 1985). all of which make it clear that it is the 
patentability of the final product per se which must be determined in a "product by 
process" claim, and not the patentability of the process, and that an old or obvious 
product produced by a new method is not patentable as a product, whether claimed in 
"product by process" claims or not. Note that applicant has the burden of proof in such 
cases, as the above case law makes clear. Note that applicant has burden of proof 
in such cases, as the above case law makes clear. 

4. Claim 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as obvious over Kido (US 
2002/01 19586 A1) and Stunn et al (US 6,087,196) in view of Miyazaki et al (US 
6,608,353 B2). 

Regarding claim 27 and 28, Kidd fails to disclose conductor layr is constituted of 
Mo, W, Ag, Cr, Ta, Ti, a metal material mainly containing one of Mo, W, Ag, Cr, Ta, Ti, 
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or an indium tin oxide and the source and drain electrodes are made of an Al or a metal 
material mainly containing Al. However, Miyazaki et al discloses in column 2 lines 25- 
35, that these materials. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to select these materials as known 
materials, as taught by Miyazaki et al into the device of Kido at least to reduce the 
thickness of the semiconductor layer. Moreover, selection of a known material based 
on its suitability for its intended use supported a prima facie obviousness determination 
in Sinclair & Carroll Co., Inc. v. Interchemical Corp., 325 U. S. 327,65 USPQ 297 
(1945). 

Regarding claim 29, Kido disclosed a liquid crystal display device [paragraph 

0002]. 

Regarding claims 34 and 35, Kido disclosed an electronic device [paragraph 

0002]. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mursalin B. Hafiz whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8604. The examiner can normally be reached on m-f 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wael Fahmy can be reached on 571-272-1705. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Infomiation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infomiation for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomiation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more Information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-91 99 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272-1 000. 
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